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JM-1 

JM-2 

JM-1 
cont. 

 

Comment No. JM-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements, explains 
why an EIS is required for evaluation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. JM-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
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JM-1 
cont. 

JM-3 

JM-4 

 

Comment No. JM-2 (continued) 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. JM-3  
 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, and Section 4.14 discusses potential environmental 
justice impacts to minority and low-income populations. Also, Section 3.5.2 
discusses employment in the vicinity of the proposed project, and Section 
4.5 discusses potential impacts on employment. 
  
Comment No. JM-4 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
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cont. 

JM -5 

JM -6 

 

Comment No. JM-5 
 
The potential reduction in tax revenues into Santa Cruz County from 
Citizens Utilities’ purchase of UniSource is outside the scope of the EIS.   
 
Comment No. JM-6 
 
An average of 30 direct jobs and approximately 31 indirect jobs would be 
created by the construction phase of the proposed project (see Section 
4.5.1).  The EIS only analyzes the potential environmental impacts from the 
proposed project; the potential socioeconomic impacts from the purchase of 
Citizens are outside the scope of the EIS. 
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JM-1 
cont. 
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SD-1 

 

Comment No. SD-1 
 
The Eastern Corridor was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS 
because of the reasons given by TEP in a letter to DOE (TEP 2002a) that 
rendered it infeasible (see Section 2.1.5 for further discussion of elimination 
of the Eastern Corridor), regardless of the actions of the ACC. The Central 
Corridor, however, remains a viable alternative for selection by the Federal 
decisionmakers. However, implementation of the proposed project in the 
Central Corridor could not occur until TEP meets all regulatory 
requirements, including obtaining the necessary approval from the ACC.   

 
The specific concerns cited by the commentor of visual and cultural impacts 
from the Central Corridor are addressed in Sections 4.2 and 4.4, 
respectively. The visual analysis includes a Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 
4.2-4) based on residential density and topography, which shows that 
portions of the Central Corridor are closer to more densely populated areas 
than the Western and Crossover Corridors. Section 4.4.1.2 addresses the 
visual impacts on the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites. Additionally, a 
report in Appendix I has been added to the EIS to include a specific 
evaluation of visual impacts on the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites.  
The conclusion of that report is as follows: “Although the Central Corridor 
is very visible from many other locations, it is unlikely that the line would 
be visible from the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites.”   
 
There are a number of schools between Sahuarita and Nogales, Arizona, but 
none are located within any of the study corridors or their immediate 
vicinity. 
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SD-1 
cont. 

SD-2 

SD-1 
cont. 

SD-3 

 

Comment No. SD-2 
 
The Federal agencies are not aware of any evidence indicating it is 
reasonably foreseeable that selection of the No Action Alternative by any of 
the Federal agencies would result in the construction of local generation 
facilities (refer also to Section 5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable Action 
Identification, New or Expanded Power Plants in Southern Arizona, in the 
Final EIS).   A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a 
new, second transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power 
plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis).  
 
Comment No. SD-3 
 
Section 1.4 describes the preferred alternative(s) of each Federal agency, 
based on the alternatives evaluated in detail in the EIS. Section 1.6.6 states 
that the decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in their 
respective RODs. 
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SD-3 
cont. 

SD-4 

 

Comment No. SD-4 
 
The Federal agencies believe that the resource areas evaluated in the EIS 
comply with CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations that require an EIS to 
“inform the decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives 
which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of 
the human environment” (40 CFR Part 1502.1).  
 
Any decrease in property values from the proposed transmission lines 
would be perception-based impact, that is, an impact that does not depend 
on actual physical environmental impacts resulting directly from the 
proposed project, but rather upon the subjective perceptions of prospective 
purchasers in the real estate market at any given time. Any connection 
between public perception of a risk to property values and future behavior 
would be uncertain or speculative at best, and therefore would not inform 
decisionmaking. Section 4.5 references a discussion of past studies of the 
impact of transmission lines and property values in other geographic areas. 
The studies conclude that other factors, such as general location, size of 
property, and supply and demand factors, are far more important criteria 
than the proximity of a transmission line in determining the value of 
residential real estate. Accordingly, while the Federal agencies recognize 
that a given property owner’s value could be affected (positively or 
negatively) by the project, the Federal agencies have not attempted to 
quantify theoretical public perceptions of property values should the 
proposed project be built. 
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SD-3 
cont. 

 

2.2-103 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 26, 2003, 1 p.m. to 3 p.m., Nogales, AZ 
Page 18 of 61 
 

GB-1 

GB-2 

 

Comment No. GB-1 
 
The viewing location for Visual Simulation 1 was selected to show the view 
from Upper Thumb Picnic Area looking towards the proposed project and 
Castle Rock, and accurately depicts this view. The transmission line route 
behind Castle Rock that was suggested by the commentor would be outside 
of the 0.25-mi (0.4-km) study corridor. TEP consulted with USFS on the re-
route suggested by the commentor, and USFS did not express preference for 
the suggested re-route over the study corridor route in the Draft EIS. 
Therefore, TEP is not pursuing the suggested re-route. 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
Comment No. GB-2 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify 
that roads to be closed on the Coronado National Forest to maintain the 
existing road density would be identified through the authorization process, 
following issuance of a ROD by USFS (see Section 1.4.2.2, USFS Purpose 
and Need). The authorization process would include USFS personnel who 
would coordinate the road closures with other multiple uses, such as grazing 
permits, on the Coronado National Forest. 
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GB-2 
cont. 
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MM-1 

 

Comment No. MM-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders).  Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Section 2.1.5 of the EIS describes why improvements to the local (formerly 
Citizens) distribution system do not eliminate the need for the proposed 
second transmission line. The Federal agencies agree that it is the purview 
of the state to determine the need for and effectiveness of transmission lines 
within its boundaries. 
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MM-1 
cont. 
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MM-1
cont. 
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MM-2 

 

Comment No. MM-2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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MM-3 

MM-4 

MM-5 

 

Comment No. MM-3 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), associated 
emissions, and potential fuel sources, noting that natural gas (rather than 
coal) is the most likely fuel source for new power plants in Mexico.  
 
Comment No. MM-4 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review.   
 
Comment No. MM-5 
 
Outside of the EIS, DOE will assess the impact of TEP’s proposed project 
on the reliability of the U.S. electric power supply system as part of its 
decisionmaking process (see Section 1.2.2.1, DOE Purpose and Need).
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HH-1 

 

Comment No. HH-1 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
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HH-1 
cont. 
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EW-1 

 

Comment No. EW-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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EW-1 
cont. 
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EW-1 
cont. 

EW-2 

EW-3 

 

Comment No. EW-2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  
  
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
Comment No. EW-3 
 
After a utility company such as TEP constructs a project, the ACC 
determines whether, or to what degree, an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through retail (consumer) electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS. 
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EW-4 

 

Comment No. EW-4 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). 
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JR-1 

 

Comment No. JR-1  
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. There is no requirement that a 
contract for sale of power be in place before DOE can issue a Presidential 
Permit. Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that 
DOE has no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project 
be built. 
 
A background on TEP’s business plan relative to the proposed project is 
provided in Section 1.1.2 of the Final EIS; analysis of the business 
decisions of TEP is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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JW-1 

 

Comment No. JW-1 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, which could occur as a result of the potential impacts of 
TEP’s proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS; relevant information received from the public during 
the Draft EIS public comment period was also added to the Final EIS (e.g., 
information on planned residential developments was added to Section 
5.2.4). Section 5.1, Cumulative Impacts Methodology, in the Final EIS has 
been revised to clarify that the analysis identifies where cumulative impacts 
may differ among alternatives, and Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, has been revised in the Final EIS to more completely assess the 
potential cumulative impacts.  
 
In addition, Table 5.4-1 has been added to the Final EIS to provide a 
summary comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area, and 
identify any differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and 
Crossover Corridors. For example, for the actions described as reasonably 
foreseeable actions in the area of Nogales, Arizona, the cumulative impacts 
would not differ among TEP’s alternatives because the Western, Central, 
and Crossover Corridors are identical in the vicinity of Nogales. 
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JW-1 
cont. 
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JW-1 
cont. 

 

2.2-121 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 26, 2003, 1 p.m. to 3 p.m., Nogales, AZ 
Page 41 of 61 
 

JW-1 
cont. 
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JW-1 
cont. 
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BP-1 

 

Comment No. BP-1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources, and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources.  
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WK-1 

WK-2 

 

Comment No. WK-1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to all three action 
alternatives. 
 
Comment No. WK-2 
 
Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS explained why DOE selected the Western 
Corridor as its preferred alternative in the Draft EIS.  Section 1.4 of the 
Final EIS has been updated to reflect any new information and identifies the 
preferred alternatives for all Federal agencies.  Section 1.6.6 explains that 
there are other factors in addition to environmental considerations that may 
be considered in the decision of each Federal agency on the proposed 
project, and that the decisions of each agency will be explained in their 
respective RODs. 
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WK-3 

WK-4 

 

Comment No. WK-3 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
The wisdom of TEP’s business decisions are outside the scope of the EIS. 
Refer to the response to comment WK-2 above regarding additional factors 
(outside of those evaluated in the EIS) that may be considered in the 
decision of each Federal agency on the proposed project. 
  
Comment No. WK-4 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, states that TEP would create new access 
ways only where no access currently exists. This EIS evaluates the affected 
environment and potential environmental impacts of the proposed project 
and No Action Alternative based on both the most recent project design 
information provided by TEP (including the Roads Analysis for the 
proposed project [URS 2003a]) and the independent analyses of the Federal 
agencies. The EIS does not evaluate the consistency of the project design 
information with previous information, and the Federal agencies recognize 
that the design of a project can evolve over time. However, if TEP is 
granted approval for an action alternative and subsequently makes changes 
to their project design that would significantly alter or increase the 
environmental impacts, TEP’s proposed project would be subject to 
supplemental NEPA review.  
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WK-4 
cont. 

WK-5 

 

Comment No. WK-5 
 
The option of constructing the entire length of the transmission line by 
helicopters without using roads is not feasible because construction crews 
would still be needed on the ground for digging and pouring foundations 
(see Section 2.2.3, Transmission Line Construction) even if transmission 
line structures are brought in by helicopter. 
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WK-5 
cont. 

WK-6 

WK-7 

WK-8 

 
 

Comment No. WK-6 
 
The information provided on the portion of the proposed corridors outside 
of the Coronado National Forest is appropriate for the analysis of the 
proposed project. USFS has additional analytical requirements (such as the 
ROS analysis) that require specific, and sometimes more detailed, analysis 
for lands within the Coronado National Forest.  
 
Comment No. WK-7 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.”   If implementation 
of the proposed project requires condemnation of private lands (in the case 
that an easement agreement cannot be reached with the land owner), such 
condemnation would be subject to separate legal proceedings which provide 
due process for those affected.  

 
Comment No. WK-8 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
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WK-8 
cont. 

WK-9 

WK-10 

WK-1 
cont. 

 

Comment No. WK-8 (continued) 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Section 2.1.4, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis, has been 
renumbered to Section 2.1.5 in the Final EIS, and revised to clarify the 
reasons that the power plant alternative was eliminated. 
 
Comment No. WK-9 
 
The reasons cited by the commenter are from a TEP letter to DOE (TEP 
2002a) stating that they are not pursing the Eastern Corridor. As stated in 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis, in the Final EIS, TEP’s decision not to pursue the Eastern 
Corridor alternative renders it infeasible, and the Federal agencies removed 
this alternative from further consideration for this reason. Refer also to the 
response to Comment WK-8 above regarding the roles of TEP and the 
Federal agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. 
Section 3.10.1, Safety, states that there have been a number of fires in the 
project area, acknowledging that this is a concern in the project area (as 
referenced by TEP in their letter to DOE).  
 
Comment No. WK-10 
 
In all EISs that assess an applicant-proposed project (as opposed to a 
federally proposed project), it is necessary that the applicant provide 
project-specific information such as design parameters, purposes and needs 
for the project, etc.  While this information comes initially from the 
applicant, because of their unique knowledge of their own project, the 
Federal agencies always review and evaluate the merits of this information 
before relying upon it in an environmental analysis. 
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HH-1 
 

 

Comment No. HH-1 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
After a utility company such as TEP constructs a project, the ACC 
determines whether, or to what degree, an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through retail (consumer) electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS.  
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HH-1 
cont. 

JP-1 

 

Comment No. JP-1 
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP or its shareholders from the proposed 
project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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JP-1 
cont. 

JP-2 

 

Comment No. JP-2 
 
This EIS evaluates the affected environment and potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project and No Action Alternative. Section 1.6 
explains that the EIS is a source of information for Federal decisionmakers 
when deciding among the various alternatives for a program or project. The 
public participation required as part of the NEPA process is explained in 
Section 1.6. 
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ZH-1 

ZH-2 

ZH-3 

ZH-4 

 

Comment No. ZH-1 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. ZH-2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative and opposition to the Western Corridor. 
 
Comment No. ZH-3 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP or its shareholders from the proposed 
project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. ZH- 4 
 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, includes discussions of Peck Canyon 
under the Crossover Corridor subsections for each resource area, and 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, evaluates potential impacts to Peck 
Canyon. As stated in Section 4.12.3, TEP is not proposing any road 
construction or improvement within the inventoried roadless area that 
encompasses part of  Peck Canyon. 
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ZH-4 
cont. 

RB-1 

 

Comment No. RB- 1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, which 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Improvements to the local distribution system (formerly Citizens) do not 
eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission line. A new power 
plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second transmission 
line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power 
plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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cont. 

RB-2 

RB-3 

 

Comment No. RB-2 
 
The Federal agencies agree that if any agency (including USFS) denies 
permission for the proposed project, it would not be built (see Section 1.6.6 
of the EIS). 
 
Comment No. RB-3 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS (see the response to the Border Power Plant Working Group,  
Comment 2). 
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cont. 

RB-4 

 

Comment No. RB-4 
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG 
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, ACC  
(see Section 4.10 of the Final EIS).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final 
EIS, the Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety 
requirements, and EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate. 
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RB-4 
cont. 
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JR-1 

HK-1 

 
 

Comment No. JR-1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. HK-1 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process per CEQ requirements.   The Draft EIS was sent to any 
individual who expressed interest in receiving the document.  No 
individuals were taken off the mailing list because of “where” they lived.   
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HK-1 
cont. 

HK-2 

HK-3 

 

Comment No. HK-2 
 
The portions of the proposed corridors that are densely populated and 
sparsely populated are given equal evaluation in the EIS.  Furthermore, the 
NEPA public involvement process is not a voting process that favors a 
larger majority over a smaller group of citizens. Rather, it gives equal 
consideration to each commentor’s comments and concerns. Visual 
simulations along both the densely and sparsely populated areas along the 
corridors have been performed. 
 
Comment No. HK-3 
 
Section 4.10, Human Health and Environment, of the Final EIS has and 
been augmented to include a discussion of the safety considerations of 
locating a 345-kV transmission line in the vicinity of a natural gas pipeline. 
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HK-3 
cont. 

HK-4 

HK-5 

 

Comment No. HK-4 
 
Section 4.12, Transportation, includes the preliminary identification of 
locations where existing roads would need to be improved for construction 
and/or operation of the proposed project (see Figure 3.12-1, Roads Within 
the Tumacacori EMA).  
 
Comment No. HK-5 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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